Seurce Selection Statement for the
information Technolopy and Multimedia Services Contrast
MASA Lyndon B. Jehnson Space Center
{Soficitation Nmmber NNIGUZ44782R)

On August 5, 2010, along with other senior officials of the National Aeropautics ;»'ms;:%" Space
Administration’s (NASA s} Johnson Space Center (J5C), T met with the Source it
Board {SED) appointed fo evaluate proposals submitted i response to the %i E%’éf}srmaaé{zﬁ
’E"es”:i“%“ogv and Multimedia Services (ITAMS) Request for Proposal (RFP), Solicitation

Number NNJOUZ244782R. The presentations charts represent the final source selection
%%’&;ﬁﬁﬁ@{i report and are herein incorporated by reference.
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i. Backpround

The ITAMS contract provides a variety of institutional information technology. multimedia,
information management and afwﬁﬁi relations support services at the Johnson Space {enter,
primarily under the management of the JSC Information Resources Directorate with participation
by the JSC Otlice of External Relations. Specifically, these include:

Operation and maintenance of primary information technology services at ISC (servers.
networks)
IT Security support
s Application Development
s Craphics; ibrary management; imagery acquisition, processing, cataloging
» Telovision svstems support for buman space flight missions and instituiional needs
# Public Affairs services including creative content for NASA TV, live mission wlevision.
mulimedia, public web
v Education Prograrm support
Financial Svstems support
¢ Program and Institutiona! 1T support

L

The contract type is Indefinite Deli very Indefimite Quantity (DHGQ) Cost Plus Incentive Fee. The
procurement was conducted as a §00% small business set aside. The basic poviod of
performance for this acquisition i3 3 years, from November |, 2010 through October
There are two Levear options, The Not-To Exceed {?‘»E’{ E} for the basic 1D efforn
million, The first 1-vear option provides a $50.5 million addition to the basic IDIQ N

The second I-vear option provides a § 50.5 million addition 1o the basic IDIQ NTE value, The
acquisition includes work previously performed under the J5C Information Management and
Media Services (JIMMS) contract, the J8C Enabling Technologies and Security (JETS) ;wmzaaz

and portions of information fechnology related work performed under several other IS
COniracts.

The producis and services provided by the ITAMS contract are reguired for general information
technology gmé muitimedia sssviz:eﬁ 3%}?§}Oﬁi§§g MNASA’s human space flight programs,
explovation and science programs and the Johnson Space Center institutional operations. The
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major activitizs on the ITAMS contract include [T Application services including
cycle sappa}r{ for new and existing application capabilitics as well as databases and database
product administration, writing editing and graphics, public affairs multimedia services, and
facility management of [T support facilities,
An Industry Day was held Janvary 20, 2009 and inclu x& z;- OB-01C Presen iations by
io the voting members of the SEB. A drafl statement of w j,
The contracting officer refoased a draft Reguest for Proposal (RFP) on August 12, 2009 A pre-
sroposal conference and facility tour were held August 25, 2009, Questions regarding the draft
‘?%;% P were submitied 1o the Government by potential offerers by September 4, 2009 and anywers
were provided and posted to the ITAMS web site on October 5, 2009, Questions regarding the

B

final RFP were due from potential offerors by October 21, 2009 and answers were posted 1o th
ITAMS website in Amendment 2 on November 86, 2009, The fnal R¥P was 1ssued via the
Internet on October 14, 2009,

The procurement was conducted as a small business set-aside. The RFP divided the proposals
ko fwt volumes with fwo mi;@ﬁ:m duc dates. Volume i, related to past performance, was due
on October 28, 2009, Volume I related to mission suitability, Volume 1 related 1o costiprice,
and Volume 1V, related to the mﬁdei contract, were due on December 2, 2009, Timely proposals
were received from the following seven companies:

Yang Enterprises, Inc.,
D8 Consalting Group, Inc. (DB Consuliing)
E-MAR Joint Venture (E-MAR)
Caelum Research Corporation (Caslun
Beacon-Tessads Joint Vennue (BTIV)
5_#3 ?@cﬁ, Inc. i@if’:i T é‘:é:h}

nadarko Industries, LLO {Anadarko)

@ # o2 & B % @

Alfof %:é offerors were small businesses within the definition provided in the relevant NAICS
Code at E’z time of proposal su‘z}ms%t,di Each “offeror™ ir 2 swled a qualifving sma §§ business
team

feading 8 of other companies of varying sizes and specialization.

The RFP stated that the propoesals would be evaluated in accordance with the é“ﬂ%%ﬂ%iﬁf‘r factors:
Mission Suiiabili & Past Performance, and Cost/Price as provided for in Section M of the RFP.
Each proposal received a mission sultability score based on the f % w% 51 %}E&Qiui and
associated numerical @;ghi% These weighis are intended (o be used ag a guideline in the source
selection decision-making process,

Subfactor I: Technical 500 points
Subfactor 2 Management 250 points
Subfactor 5 Staffing/Key Personnel 150 poinis
Subfactor & Safery and Health 140 points

Total 1000 peints
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The mission snitability subfactors were evaluated and assigned an adjectival rating using the
following scale: Excellent, Very {;bad% Good, Fair, and Poor.

In addition to mission suitability, the RFP identified and the SEB evaluated past performance
and cost/price factor. These were not numerically scored.

Since past performance can be a significant indicator of performance under the proposed
contract, the past performance for each offeror (including past performance of teams members
and major subcontractors) was evaluated. The evaluation assessed corporate past performance on
other contracis comparable o the ITAMS contract and was based on information provided by the
offerors i their proposals and past performance questionnaires, as well as other mformation
obtained independently by the SEB to include contacting organizations for which the Offeror and
major subcontractor have previously performed work and data from the Govemment-wide Past
Performance Information Retrieval System. Past performance was evaluated and ‘f&ieé asing the
following scale: Very High Level of Confidence, High Level of Confidence, Moderate Level of
Confidence, Low Level of Confidence, Vervy Low Level of Confidence, and Neutral, %{sg the
qusality of *éf&ffem"ame andd the relevance of the work to the ITAMS contract were congidered,
Rﬂf‘é"’véﬂi experience is defined as the accomplishment of work that is comparable or related to
the work required under this procurement

Under the cost/price factor, the Government performed a price and L{;“s anaiys :

with FAR 15.305 and NASA FAS suppéemmi {MNFS) 1815303 and 1815 ?’{} o include a cost
realism armalvsis and cost confidence level. As part of the analvus, ;Eﬁiﬁ'?"ﬁ(_ﬁuﬁ nropased in
Yolume I, Cost/Price, and in Volume I, Mission Suitability was evaluafed to determine whether
the estimated cost elements were (1) valid, (2) realistic for the work 1o be performed, (3} and
adequate for the work to be performed. The proposed and probable costs for the entire potential
period of performance (coniract vears - 5) were evaluated. If and to the extent that an Offeror
proposed (o hire some or all of the incumbent workforce, and stated on the rotal compensation
template (e their intent o maintain current incumbent direct labor rates, the probable cost
included adjustments to correspond with the offeror’s approach to pay incumbent emplo

The evaluation of the cost factor will result in a probable cost which may d E%»s‘ from the
proposed cost and reflects the Government’s best estimate of ‘aﬁa, cost of any contract Ehf 18 most

%
Byes

fikely to result from the Offeror’s proposal. Each proposal was 835¢35¢ o @ cost/price Jevel of
confidence by the 8EB. The cost/price confidence levels utilized %’mm siadzam and Low,

As provided in the RFP, of the three evaluation factors, mission suitability and past performance
when combined are significantly more important than cost. Mission suitability 1s more important
than past performance.

il Evalustion of Initial Proposals

Afier a preliminary review of all proposals, the Board determined that all seven proposals we
acceptable. The evaluation process was conducted in accordance with F "’aR Part 15 and N
FAR 3§Bﬁ§gmsm (WNFS) Part 1815 ag well as the BFP. The results of the intal evaluation were
presented {0 me, the source selection authority (S8A} on April 23, 2010, &z’%é are sumimarized

below in alphabetical order.

i%«‘z
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Anadarke Industvies {Ansdarks

Under the Mission Suitability Factor, Anadarko received a total point score of 704 out of 1000
points. Anadarko received 2 significant strengths, 3 s,,;:szz*‘%zs«,, significant weakness, and 33

m:ag, 28368 avress the four subfaciors,

Under the Technical Subfactor, Anadarko received an aé%e tval fa%%{;g ol “Good.” havinz no
significant wmgfh& 13 strengths, ne signiticant woakness weakness

Under the Management Subfactor, Anadarko received an adjectival rating of “Very Good,”
having | significant strength, 7 strengths, no significant weaknesses and 7 weaknesses,

Under the Staffing/Kev Personne! Subfactor, Anadarko received an ad}um al rating of “Good.”
fving 1 significant strength, 1 strength, 1 significant weakness and 2 weakne sses.
Inder the Safety and Health g‘izz%facim Anadarko received an adjectival rating of "Good”

U
having no sigmitcant strengths, 2 strengths, no significant weaknesses and 1 u&a&;‘;esg.
Under the Tost Factor, Anadarke’s ﬂrﬁp%&ﬁ costs evaluated in accordance v iz_ he RFP were
519279 ullion and the Government’s probable cost was $180.50 million. }’éze wmitial probable
DI tofal cost and target fee combined for the Anadarko team was adjusted downward, The
SEB had a low level of confidence in Anadarko’s probable cost due 1o various concerns with
Anadarko and its major subconiractors” initial cost volumes. For axamgﬁc&. %Eﬁc‘:z‘ﬁ WETE CONCems
associated with the rationale for the Anadarko team’s proposed resources, direct labos g,
minor ervors and DCAA findings (errors in the Prime and one of the major Siibﬁﬁmi” clors
Overhead and G&A rates). The Anadarko team did not provide substantive rationsie for the
resources allocated to the task orders, nor did they explain how they armved at the B—i E for thew
proposed labor estimates. Also there were discrepancies between the Anadarko team’s Section B
Fully Burdened Labor Rates in the model contract and the Cost Templates in the cost volume of
the pmf}maﬁ, ’}T“mre were also other issues where the S3EB necded more data to verify the
offeror’s intent in accordance with their accounting systems and management approach,

Under the Past F riormance Faclor, Anadarko had an adjectival rating of “High.” Anadarke
had | significant strength, 1 strength, no significant weaknesses and 1 weakness
Beacon-Tessads Joint Venture (BTJV)

Under the Mission Suitability Factor, BTV received a wital point score of 747 out of 1000

pﬁaﬁ‘ib BTIV received 3 significant strengths, 30 strengths, | significant weaknes ,,s& 20
weaknesses aoross the four subfactors.

Under the Teo f*m ical Subfactor, BTIV received an adiectival rating of “Very imé having 2

significant strengths, 19 st gzbsﬁ i significant weakness and 13 weaknesse
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Under the Management Sublactor, BTIV received an adjectival rating z"ﬁ'" s
stgnificant strengths, 9 strengths, no significant weaknesses and 7 weakne

Good.” having 1 significant strength, no strengths, no signilicant weak

Under the Suaffine/Key Personnel Subfactor, BTIV reecived an adjectival 1

Under the Safety and Health Subfecior. BTIV received an adjectival rating of “Good,” having no

significant strengths, 2 strengths, no significant weaknesses and no weaknesses.

Under the Cost Factor, BTIV s proposed costs evaluated in accordance with the REY
%198 97 million and the Government’s probable cost was $192.24 million, The initi

1310 total cost and target {2e combined for the BTV team was adjusted do muwgd he
Government had a low level of confidence in the g}}?"i?%éi%ﬁfﬁ cost, The SER had various concerns
with BTIY and is Tﬁg}ﬁi‘ subconiractors’ initial cost volumes. For example, Lh@s WeTe COneern
associated with the lack of substantive rationale for the a % nof the BTIV team’s g:ss{)g}{;szm
resources, direct labor rates, ervors, and DCAA findings (3 ;"ﬁz‘ maior subcontracior had an
Estimating Deficiency due to an unsupported 1 G&A basej. Other concerns included situations

which the SU0H nwrieé more data fo verify the offeror’s ;mﬁ ni in accordance with thew
accounting systems and management approach.

Under the Past Performuance Factor, Beacon- Tessada had an adjectival rating of “High”
T i

BTIV had | significant strength, 3 strengths, no significant weaknesses and [ weakness,

Caclm Heseareh Corporation Uachun

{nder the WMivsion Suitability Factor, Caelum received a total point sgore 08 752 0

points. Caelum received 5 significant strengths, 23 strengths, 3 significant weakne
weaknesses across the four subfaciors.

3

g 0 £y erY Crood,” &mm; 3

Under the Technical Subfactor, Caelum received an adjectival rat
significant strengths, 10 strongths, | significant weakness and E:’% weaknesses.

Under the Management Su 'ff};?&m {.azsiu received an adiectival rating of "Very Good” having
2 significant strengths, 105 significant weakness and 7 weaknesses.

,M
b
i
o

iy
(s
mﬂ.

/Koy Personngl Subfactor, Cacharn received an ;ﬁ{?;ecziva
ﬁzavmg no signd i;wm strengths, 2 strengths, no signific £ Ve AR Nesses

Under the Safety and Health Subfactor, Caclum received an adjectival rating of “Poor,” having

oo significant strengths, | strength, 1 significant weakness and no weaknesses.

Under the Cost Factor, Caelum’s proposed costs evaluated in accordance with the RFP were
$175.46 mithon and the Governmeni's gmj%éﬁg cost was $185.88 million. The indtial probable
IO total cost and tarset fze combined for the Caelum Team was adjusted upward. The SEB
had 2 low level of confidence in the injtial probable cost due 1o various concerns with Caefum

3

and s %‘?‘mw w yubconiractors” ulial cost volumes, For *'E"i’"é‘{?ﬁi? there were congal ssncimed
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with the rational for E ne Caelum team’s proposed resources, direet 1abor rates, escalation and
DOCAA findings {o “é’ “aetum’s Major Subcongractors had errors in the caloulation of their
indirect rates &x}é one of Caelum’s major subcontractors lacked verifiable estimate for their
proposed overhead éa%:s 7). Ehsz;::, were égsaraﬁ anct cies between the Ceelum team’s Section B Fully
Burdened Labor Hates ;%”i the model contract an %zr: Cost Templates in the cost volume of the
proposal. Orher issues included situations in which the SEB needed more data o verify the
offeror’s intent in accordance with their accounting svstems and management approach.

Under the Past Performance Factor, Caclum had ap adiectival rating of “moderate” Uselum

B A
had 15 zggﬁ‘é;“}“ strength, T strength, | significant weakness and 2 weaknesses,

BE Consslting Group (08 Consulting)

100G points, DB Consulting received & significant strengths, 2

weaknesses and 20 weaknesses across the four subfaciors,

Under the Misglon Sultability Factor, DB Consulting received 2 i@éai ;a%nf score q;‘gac; out of
,,‘:

Technical Subfactor, DB Consulting received an adiectival rating of “Very Good,”
having 3 significant strengths, 11 strengths, no significant weaknesses and 9 weaknesses

Under the Ma lanagement Subfacter, DR Consulting received an adjectival rating of “Excellent.”
having 7 significant s{rcagéhss H stres g‘ihm, significant weaknesses and 7 weaknesses,

Under f’%;e Statfing/Key Persomnel Subfacior, DB Consulting received an adiectival rating of
“Good,” having no significant strengths, 3 strengths, no significant weaknesses and | weakness.

Under the Safetvand T '& ith Subfactor, DB Consuliing received an adjectival rating of
3

“Facellent,” having | significant sirength, no strengths, oo signi .fx ant weaknesses and 3
weaknesses.

Under the Cest Factor, DB Consulling’s proposed costs evaluated 1 accordance with the RFP

were $202.28 million and the Government’s probable cost was $199.6 mithon. The i;m'afmﬁ‘zem

had a low level ol confidence in the probable cost. The initial gs;@i‘%&{‘» e 124} total coat and fee
gi‘ﬁ%m{é for the D8 Consulting Team was aéfus%ad downward., The SEB had a low Esz-’grli o
onfidence in the initial proba hi cost due to various concerns with DB Consulting and ity maior

%aébwmfa@ ors’ imtial cost volur ?aé example, E%wz‘ were comcerns associated with §§E€
rationale for the DB {,ﬁﬁsuézmg s proposed resourges, divect labor rates, escalation ar
T on of the prime’s mdirect rates and the prime Accounting

BCAA fndings (orror in the calo ?5
Swvstem was nadeguate Tor accumsiation
were discrepancies between the DB Consuli mg 3 team Section B Fu
the model contract and the Cost Templates in the cost volume of E’%‘*g:
-‘**"iz}-"‘ & situations in which the SEB needed more data to verify the
ordance with their accounting svstems and management approach,

& bhilling cost on Gow i’ﬂ”ﬂﬁﬁ t contraciz). Also, the
¢ Labor ?;g&z: iy

i
atio

Pr
{
£

o«

nder the Past Performeance Facter, DB Consulting had an adiectival rating of “High” DB
Consulting had | sigmficant strength, 3 strengths, no sigmficant weaknesses and 1 weakness.
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58 Tech
Under the Mission Suitability Factor, GB Tech received 5 tomal point score of 685 owt of 1000
points. GB Tech received 4 significant sirengths, 13 strengths, 7 significant weaknesses and 20
weaknesses across the four subfactors.

» ‘

LUnder the Technical Subfactor, GB Tech received an adjectival rating of “Very Good,” having 3
significant strepgths, 9 strengths, | significant weakness and 22 weaknesses.

Under %‘ze ?"v’iaz"saf cment Subfactor, GB Tech received an adjectival rating of “Fair.” having no
significant strengths, 1 strength, | significant weakness and 5 weaknesses.
Under the Staffing/Key Personnel Subfactor, GB Tech received an adjectival rati {m_ o ﬁ “iood,”

: bl

having no significant strengths, 3 strengihs, no s significant weakne ssses and 1 weaknes

Under the Safety and Health Sub r. GB Tech received an adieciival rating of "Verv Goad.”
having 1 significant strength, no i‘m;ﬁ;;zh;f no significant wenknesses and | weakness.

Under the Cost Factor, GB Tech’s ﬁmr}:}gmﬁ costs evaluated in accordance with the RFP were
$190.83 million and the Government’s probable cost was $211.26 million. The initial orobable
IDIQ total cost and target fee combined f or the OB Tech team was adjusted upward. The SEB
had a low level of confidence in the initial probable cost due te various concerns with GB Tech
and its major subcontractor’s initial cost volumes, For example. the SEB determined that the GB
Tech’s tearn’s technical approach and basis of estimate did not provide sufficient rationale 1o
support the resources allocated 1o the task orders. Also, there were concerns associated with the
UB Tech team’s proposed direct labor rates, errors, and DCAA findings (GB Tech's Major
Subcontractor indirect rates were unsupported and invalid),

rval rating of “Moderate " GB

Under the Past Psfrf’xrmame Factor, GB Tech had a
i AT ’.i{ﬁ‘ﬁgiééj%% 88 jﬂ{j %‘sﬂ?i?f(f‘faﬂ%“‘%

Tech had no significant strengths, 3 sirengths, no signi

E-Mar Joint Venture {H-MARS

LUnder the Mission %ﬁé%a%ziﬁw Factor, K-MAR received o total point score of 483 out of 1000

points. K-MAR received 1 significant strength, 71 strenoths, 4 signifioant wsezé;neﬁgeﬂ and 31
gl & &

weaknesses across the four subfactors

adpectival rating é}{“‘”’ ood,” having |
eoses and 27 wesknes

Pnder th chiical %u?:ﬁ,m, v, K-MAR received ar

zgﬁﬁﬁsaﬁé ﬁmﬁgzhs 17 strenpgths, 1 significan

Under the Managem %as}f&{m K-MAR received an adiectival rating of “Fair.” having no
significant 3:2*&11;;3;;& .' strength, | significant weakness and 7 weaknesses
Und s “Poor,

E:"‘

gr the Siafling/Key Personnel Subfacior, ¥ MAR r&c&%a-'ez{% arn adjactival mi%r»g o
/g no significant strengths, | strength, 2 significant weaknesses and | weaknes
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Under the afetv and Heal %‘; Subfactor, K-MAR received an adiectival rating of "Good,” having
no significant strengths, 2 sirengths, no significant weaknesses and | weakness.

Hader the Cost Factor, K-MAR s proposed costs evaluated in ace i ance with the RFY were
$179.71 million and the Government’s probable cost was 3191 81 i, The mitial probable
1130 total cost and fee combined for the KMIY Team was ?{:&émgaé ward, The 5EB had a low
ievel of confidence in the inttial probable cost due 1o various concerng with KMIV and itz major
subcontractor’s mitigl cost volumes, For exampie, the SEB ﬁ@mwmeé that the KMIV s team
technical approach failed to provide adequate ratiopale for the resources &i%{}caicé w0 the five

Task Orders. Also, there were concems associated with the KMIY team’™s proposed direct labor
rates, errors, and DUAA findings (prime and major subcontractor m;ﬁzreu rates were overstated),

Under the Past Performance Faetor, K-MAR had an adiectival rating o f‘ Low” E-MAR had
no significant strengths, 1 strength, | significant weakness and no weakness

Yang interprises

i

Under the Mission Suitability Factor, "‘{m;: » Enterprises received a total point score of 378 out
of 1000 points. Yang Enterprises received | Szmiﬁ{‘zmz strength, 11 strengths, no significant
weaknesses, 28 weakness and & deficiencies across the four subfactors,

Under the Technical Subfactor, Yang Erterprises received an adjectival rating of “Poor,” having
no signiticant strengths, 3 strengths, no significant weaknesses, 14 weaknesses and 6
deficiencies.

Under the Management Subfactor, Yang Enterprises received an adiectival rating of” 5‘&

having no significant strengths, 4 strengths, no significant weakne 3 es and O wesknesse

Under the Siaffing/Kev Personnel Subfactor, Yang Enterprises received an adjectival rating of
“CGood,” having no significant strengths, 4 strengths, no significant weaknesses and 2

weaknesses
Under the Safety and §§¢a§{§° Sabfacior, Yang Enterprses received an adjectival rating of "Ve }
Good,” having | signiticant strength, no strengths, no significant weaknesses and 3 weaknesses

Under the Cost Factor, Yang Enterprises’ proposed costs evaluated in accordance with the RFP
were $202.12 million and the Government's ?fﬁ)&&bz{j cost was $203 15 million. The initial
probable 1D} wial cost and fee combined for the Yang Team was adiusted upward., The 3EB
had a low level of confidence in the initial probable cost due to various coneerns with Yang and
its majcsz subcontractor’s intnal cost volumes. For example, the SEB determined that the rates
provided in Section B of the model contract reflected only the prime’s fully burdened Mbc}* rates.
Yang's g}m;ﬂgeu fully burdened labor rates were adjusted to comply with Section M. 4.3.1 Cost
and Fee Evaluation of TG, Also, there were concerns associated with the rationale for the
Yang team's proposed resources (lack of rationale to support technical approach), direct labor
rates, escalation and DCAA findings {error in caleulation of prime indirect rates).

7]
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Linder the Past Performance Factor, Yang Enrerprises had an adicctival mating of “Low
Yang E’fmer;;r*;gé:s had no significant strengths, 3 strengths, 1 significant weakness and no
weaknesse

Based on my veview of the findings from the SEB, | determined that award on initial proposals
was not appropriate, and I established a competitive range of the most highly rated proposals.
The offernrs determined to be included in competitive range were Anadarko Industries, LLC;
BTV, Caclum Research Cornoration, and DB Consulting Group, Inc. | authorized the 5
proceed with discussions leading to the submission of final proposal revisions (FPR) witd
four offerors. Al offerors were notificd of their position inside or outside the competitiy
by letter dated April 27, 2010, All three offerors notincluded in the competitive range h;‘sw
asked for post-award debricfings,

111, Discussions and Evaluation of Final Proposal Hevisions (FPRs)

isting the wezkpesses

A report was provided to each offeror remaining in the competitive range
re invited 1o provide a

wdentified by the SEB during the iminal evaluation phase. Offerors we
written inferim response addressing Eb;;s:éés weaknesses and to participate in oral discussions. Al
four remaining offerors submitted written responses o the weakness report. Prior {o oral
discusgions the SEB reviewed the interim written response 1o determine whether weaknesses had
been addressed (i.e., the offeror’s written discussion provided evidence that the weakness had
been resolved so iuaiz it would no longer be a weakness if the nterm response was properly
presented in the Final Proposal Revision.} Oral discussions were held May 13-19, "?{MG with
each offeror participating. Discussions closed on June 10, 2010, Offerors submitted revised
madel contracts on June 3, 2010 and Final Proposal Revisions on June 11, 2010,

The results of the final evaluations for the four proposals in compettive range are surnmanzed
below:

Anadarke Industries (Anadarks)

Under the Mission Suitability Facter, Anadarko received a total point score of 768 cut of 1600
points. Anadarko received 2 significant strengths, 24 strengths, no sﬂgnék ant weaknesses and 8
weaknesses across the four subfactors,

“Gﬁﬂé " having no
The final

197

"-*z = imfial 23

nder the Technica ,f_z%:%iczr‘f‘y, Anadarko recetved a final
ngﬁ ificant strengths, 13 strengths, no significant weaknesses

evaluation changes f:'.m ! i%?.» initial findings included the ¢
weaknesses, However, ene weakness was added,

Under the Managemens Subfictor, Anadarko received a final adjectival rating of “Very Good.”

having | Signg‘ ot strength, 7 strengihs, no sigaficany am&mw%g i O WERKNESS
final evaluation changes from the in m al ?Eﬁémg ncluded the elimination of the 7 indtial
weaknesses, Em: {Hferor received a significant fcnggn for i}%s}{mp; an excepiionally sound,

feasible and efficient {?“%ﬁm}iﬁiﬁiﬁ??aé s ';W%‘rfra %zih highly effective levels of approval and flow of

authority that enables nternal conumunications, reporting, :me:f approval authority, as well as
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M;s;-fa ional structure greatly Increases

exiernal customer communcations and mierface. This or
the tikelihood of successful implementation of contract requirements,

Under the Staffing/Key Personnel Subiactor, Fﬂ’é?zéﬁi’i{f? msc;wé a hmé adjectival rating of

“Very Good,” having 1 significant strength, 2 strengths, nc g; ant wesknesies and ao
weaknesses. Ef‘z;a final ¢valuation changes from the initi E in isz g5 included moving up |

adiective rating with the addition of 1 strength for the proposed | fﬁf nation Mansgement and
External E%s. ,,GE'ES Manager, the elimination of the ¢ ,Lgmf cant weakness, and the eliminalion of
the two inifial weaknesses, In the evaluation of the nitial p{i?p{%fﬁn the i}izr*zﬁ{;;« 1 =f‘c*a?ed a
significant w%aim;s for the proposed ITAMS E}t‘:g}m}’ Program Manager {DFM). The DPM's
past performance made the candidate ungualified lo assume the ?@aﬂ{mmm;izss of this extremely
important position and the selection of this candidate greatly increases the likelithood of
spsuccessiul contractor performance and low customer satisfaction with the contract, Inthe

FPR, the Offeror replaced the proposed Deputy Program Manager with an ﬁﬁéii‘{ﬁdm candidate.
The weakness was removed. Additionally, Anadarko received 2 significant strength for their

proposed Program Manager %&E’S{} haz highly pertinent, exceptional experience managing large
and complex T-related activities critical to the human space flight program for 2 maior
contracter at J8C. This proposed Program Manager provided 2 Tetter of commitment and her
experience, references and management skills would add significant value o the ITAMS
contact,

Under the Safety and Health Subfactor. Anadarke received a final adjectival rating of "Good,”
o

having no significant strengths, 2 strengths, no significant wesknesses and | weakness. There
was no change fo the findings between initial and final evaluation.

Under the Cost Factor, Anadarko’s {ina pro cposed costs evaluated in accordance with the RFP
were $181.39 million and the Government’s final probable cost was $187.11 million. The final
probable [ total cost and wrpet fee wm?*sﬁ ed for the Anadarko team was adjusted upward,
The upward adjustrent #g&z;s%ﬂd primarily from technical adivstments and a minor incumbent
labor rate adiustment. The SEB had a high level of confidence in the final probable cost
adjustiment as a result of the Anadarke team adeguately addressing sll }ﬁ%fla% cosi concerns
during discussions which were addressed and comrected in their interim data submitial and the
corrections were incorporated imo their FPR. The SER was also able to ¢ éc,pum oft several arcas
of concern. For exampie, the Armadarko team corrected their ;‘rzﬂow %} irect i»%, 3 rates and
addressed all DCAA ﬁ*}éf;‘sg» The Anadarko team corrected the rates in Section B of the model
contract to maieh iﬁe cost volume, Also, based on the Technical axﬁfwifmre fﬁﬁaéﬁf%{; addressed
the majority of the inital weaknesses by revising its staffing levels to match the wam’'s technical
approach. f‘%gﬁ’}iﬁﬁﬁﬁ Anadarke was assessed new weaknesses in the final evaluation due 10
inadeguate rationale for cerfain WEBS aress, the information provided was sulficient for the SEB

to determine the appropriste stafling level needed to satisfy the SOW based on Anadarke’s
technical approach.

Under the Past Performance Factor, Anadarko bad 4 final adiectival 1 mg of “Very High'
fzz“za&zz?kﬁ E’zan | significant strength, 7 strengths, 0o %§é '3 ant weaknesses and no weaknesses,

The final cvaluation changes from the initiad findings included moving up one adiective rating
e B e

;.,_g
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with the addition of 1 strength m‘zszi the elimination of | mf,,“"ﬁeg% The Offeror received a

significant strength for relevant ;*sm,;‘m{: and effective past performance. Anadarko
demonstrated highly “?éi’“’i:%.i’%ﬁ%}i —irxgjm we of exceptional maﬁi in a broad range of work refevant
o ITAMS ;m}imimgj anagement, general customer support, mia}m‘(zt on technology, and
external relations support set vif' 5. This relevan: mgie?imf‘ﬁ ig (}i exceptional merit and is highly
pertinent to the ITAMS acquisi éﬁ'ﬁ,, mcreasing the Government’s :;gm?d@:&-a:a: in successiul

performance of the require

Bescop-Tessada Juint Venture (BTJV)

Under the Mission %ﬂ'*‘**%’% ity Factor, BTIV recaived
points. BTV seceived 3 %zgﬁ;‘“z &ﬁ* strenginhs, 30 streng
Weaknesses aoross ié’*f: igw subifaciors.

- : - 3 % g
£

Under the Technical Subfactor, BTIV received a final adjectival rating of “Very Good,” having

Ség“ﬁs;iﬁ%’“i me;@gﬁzw 21 strengths, no sigmbicant weaknesses and 2 weaknesses. The final
evaluation changes from the initial fing Pé;;@g:} included 2% &a%éiéi%ﬁ of 2 strengths, the elimination
of the significant weakness, and the elimination @f 1 of the initial 13 weaknesses, The two new
strerigths were related to technical agﬁgﬁgma?z int ja}rmg tion technology areas. In the evaluation
of zmamg proposals, the Offeror received a significant weakiness for an nability o articufate an
ciiective, sound, feasible, and efficient “*"Q%‘f’i cal 'ppr vach for supperting the JSC IT Governance
Structure, which places IR at risk of pot meeting its IT investment compliance and repornting
requirements. in the FPR, the Offeror rméuég, cma, board efemnents that are required in
support of the J xj IT Governance structure »ﬂé a dese cription of specific elements that will be
developed, maintained, updated, distributed, and asdiied in support of the JSCIT Governance

structure. Hence, as previousty stated, the significant weakness was removed.

The Offeror received a significant strength for proposing a sound, feasible, efficient and effective
technical approach for the [T Systems Engineering, Installation, Maintenance and Operations
{(80W 5.4} area. lis implementation will result in & substantially increased likelihood of
successial contract execution in this ares, provide the framework fo exceptional service
defivery, and result in significantly lncreased likelihood of customer satisfaction. The Offeror
received a second significant strength for a feasible, sound, eficient and effective technical
approach for Qiigﬁ?’}ﬁiz}g broad areas of Public Affais ] i’mh;msﬁw Support {fWEBS 8,15, This
technical approach demensirates a thorough undersianding of its responsibilities, provides
tec mmEu sound “?é:%;‘z«:tm of managing fluctualing work} Uaf.f ardd substantially increases the
likelthood of successiul contract peg‘" rmance in i*‘fiS ared,

M

(f'\

‘;é;izfr-::am sirengths, 9 strongths, no significant wes %«m rsses and | oweakness

o

changes from the initial findings included the climination eé six of the seven initial weaknesses,

Jnder the Managemeni Sublacior, BTIV received a & d;u trval rating nf {fom‘ ﬁ::’ii'i}'ﬁéi 1o

Under the Stalfing/Kev Personnel Subfacior, BT }‘%f received a final adjectival rating of “Very
Good,” having 1 significant strength, no strengths, no significant weaknesses and no weaknesses
There was no change 1w the finding S between ﬁ’zma} and final evaluaton, The Offeror received 4
significant strength for the proposed ITAMS Program Manager, The proposed Program
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ver rauch of the

y weaknesses, 1 here

Under the Caat Factor, BTV s proposed ézimz cosis evaluated in ac s;

were $200.92 million and the {nga%z wint's final probable cost was

probable DI total cost and target fec f—{}m% ned d forthe B1JV tea

z.;s::w&?é adiustment resulted primarily from minor techrical adjustments m
sinor errors and a shight incumbens fabor rate gdivmiment. The SEB had a '. égé"; fevel }ﬁ“

as a result of the BTV team adequately

ions, which were addressed and corrected

3

mmldgzmp i the final probable cost adjustment &
addressi ng ali inifial cost concerns during diseuss
their interim data &mﬁ tal and the corrections were incorporated into their E PR The SEB was
able o s:{s:,gﬁé}xﬁ on several areas of concern. For example, the BTV eam o v’*c*{&fi their
proposed direct za%}f:ar rates and addressed all DCAA findings. Alse, based on the technical

evatuation, during discussion and in the FPR submirtal, the BTIV team déi‘%i’@‘-g sed the
wesknesses associated with the labor categories by providing a sulficient explanation for the
alincation of is proposed 1AboT reSOWCes,

52

Under the Past Performance Factor, BTIV had a final adjectival rating of “High " BTIV had !
significant strength, 3 strengths, no significant weaknesses and | weakness. There was no change
to the findings between initial and final evaluation. The Offeror received a signiticant strength
for relevant experience and effective past performance. “{‘eam BTIV members Tessada and

inDvne demonstrate highly pertinent, relevant cxgsz:;“; ence covering 4 broad re :};: of work under
the [TAMS contract ing E é fm support in *{i’zi, ’;{}ii{} wing areas: customer support center:
spm;azzzwi suppor! services; customer se agent; ap sigmm ces; database

administration; multimedia engi ﬁmnﬁg‘ st ai stion and maintenance; multimedia s}p@fm s and
services; information management; and external relations Qw}pmﬁ SeTViees % s relevant

experience is of exceptional merit and is highly pertinent 1o the ITAMS acquis sition, increasing
the Government’s confidence in successful performance of the ITAMS contract.

mi'“

3
i

Caelum Hesearch Corporation (Caclum!

x o

Under the Mission Sultability Facter, Caslum received & total point score of 841 out o 1000
gm ts. Caehum received § significant strengths, 24 *ii&ﬁ&fﬁ&& no significant weaknesses and |

eaknesses soross the four sublactors,

Unsder the Technical Subfactor, Caelum received a fm&i adie
3 10 strengths, no sigmblicant w
the initial

the infrial findings include d
’z“

=

were &ﬁﬁz‘ié i;‘;x
weakness r*":aé g amsmsmmz%a requirements of imagery ¢
proposed the ability to support the Zero-Discharge and chemi




%c*pi;wa; ‘::mxa and processes Wmm mfi increase the likelihood of effective sarvice in this
area. The Offeror received a second significant strength for proposing an effective, sound,

feasible and efficient technical approach for meeting the rsfggmri‘,mw% of T Security, which

thoroughly addresses the broad range of work inthisareato an ¢ 3@5;@&%2 d'fg. The Ofteror
received a third significant strength oy mmmf«,ém‘é%% a sound and effective technical approach
for supporting Application Services (WBS 5.1}, 5 gzafmaa%i& increasing the ﬁwiz%é wud of

successiul performance in this area of the co hzrazﬁtﬁ

Under the Management Subfactor, Caelum received a {inal adjectival %‘ai%m‘? of * r"v_(uéi:

having 2 significant strengths, 10 strengths, no significant weakness and 1 weakness. 'f"%m final
evaluation changes from the initial i’z;&é;z&gg included moving up one adject s as the reguit
of the elimination of the significant weakness and six of the seven zmzz;zi

Wi gme

13

FPR, the Offeror addresses the basis of the ﬂé@fﬁ%ﬁca& weakness regarding their overail
management approach. The Offzror clanified the lines of af‘em“zazz"«mm&s zmd intgraction
between departments, the roles of the section manager and technical lead, f&%‘p@ﬁsébéééiéﬁs of the
prodect wﬁi. lines of communication and intevaction between the project lead and the
section/departments, and the interface between the ITAMS contract and the Government. The
Offeror also eliminated alf references to section supervisors. The significant weakness was
sliminated. The Offeror received a significant strength for its ;}f@g@%ﬁé management tool which
provides an extremely efficient and affective approach 1o managing work and rescurces on the
ITAMS contract which will enable enhanced cost and project progress measurement for the
conlract. E“%ns will suﬁ@:ﬁammiig reduce the risk o the Government for schedule, and conient
overmuns by allowing easicr identification of problems early t-:mm;}és for implementation of

mitigating actions 1o be e i gmﬁ The Offeror recerved 2 seco d significant sirength in the
manage >ment subfactor for providing an exceptionally effective ar;.s;é sound *ﬂ&ﬁdgbf}mﬂi approach
for Configuration Management {CMY, which includes key elements of a closed loop UM process.
The Offeror’s extremely eff gﬁﬂzma CM management principles are 4 strong indicaior of
suceessful contract :Euf{}’i s b this area and will con zz‘%iﬁs {o contract Success.

Under the Staffing/Kev Persennel Subfactor, Caelum received a fingl adiectival mating of
3 his, 3 strengths, no signifieant weaknesses and no

“Uood,” having 0o 9 gn“ifczﬂ‘f strengti
o changes from the intial findis gs included the addition of one

weaknesses. 1he final evaluatio
strength for the Offeror’s proposed External Relations Manager and the elimination of thre

f=

weaknesses,
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Under the Safety and Health Subfactor, Caclum receive
having no significant strengths, 1 strength, no %&Qﬁi?iiﬁ?? we &kﬁ@iﬁ{fﬁ wnd no weaknesses. The
{

. 30

final evaluation changes from the initial fndings included moving up two adjective ratings with
; , j . In the FPR, Eh% siteror provided & new Safsty and
‘ig%ﬁﬁ:‘crﬁ%ﬁf‘%& amah resulted in the removal of the significant weakne

Under the Cost Factor. Caclom’s final {‘fi’*{ﬁ*?thi{ osts evaluated | :
were $183.73 million and the Government’s final probable cost w : kit
probable IDIG total cost and target fee combined for Caclum wag adjusted downward. The




downward adjustment resulted from minor ervors, a SE g?*‘i ncumbent %fmﬁf rate ad u%ffﬁzﬁi and
minor technival adjustoaents. The SEB had a i g%“ tevel of confidence in the final probable cost
adiustment as a result of Caclum adequately addressi ﬁg 1 initial cost concams :E%m

disoussions which wore m;i;é?cf;svd and corrected in thelr interim data submsttal and %?}
corrections were incorporated into their FPR. The SEB was able to asapmzinm eral arcas of

cancern. For example, L&""“E’éﬁ’& corrected the rates in Section B of the model contract 1o mach

the cost volume, Caclum correcied their z;&m;;ma% dives 'ahf,; rates and addressed a DUAA

§:§'€€§g?z§,% Also, based on the technical evaluanon, during discussion and in Caelumy’s FPR
submittal, Caelum addressed the weaknesses associaled wéié‘i their proposed labor categories by

%}ﬁiisz sxpiammg and changing their proposed skall mix.

Pnder the Past ?@*‘?ﬁg‘m&ﬁ% Factor, Caelum had a final adiectival rating of "High.” Caclum
had 1 sigatficant strength, 1 strength, no ‘;’g*}if%“ m weaknesses and | weakness, The final

wamaﬁwn changes meluded moving up one adjective P&téﬁ*‘ with the elimination of the
gnificant weakness and one of the two inftial we aE\;}‘JZ s In the §§3*~2 the Offeror provided
ée:z tional past performance information regarding a team mu{‘i%‘r {“Lﬁ‘iaﬁ}f‘“ i the U \I s
and MOMS contracts supporting NABA. Elements of these cont ?&L‘%"& are similar bud not

#r
extensive in scope and complexity as the WBS 8.0 ares of ITAMS. The experience was,
horwever, sufficient o remove the weakness. The Offeror recaived a szméﬁgaﬁi
highly pertinent past g;sri@:mgmﬁ of exceptional ment in a broad range of relevant area 3 wtk
imereasing the Government’s conflidence in successful performance of the ITAMS {,‘.ommgi.

ot
’J
“:5’"
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DR Consultine Group (D8 Congulfing)

Under the Mission Sultability Factor, DB Uonsulling received a total point score of 929 vut of
1000 points. DB Consulting received 7 significant strengths, 29 stremgths, no significant
weaknesses and | weakness across the four subfactors.
Under the Technival Subfactor, DB Consuliing received a final adiectival rating of 7 *z;c“%iaf}{
having 4 significam S‘iz‘ez’wﬁ;& £2 strengths, no significant weaknesses and | weakness. The final
evalustion changes {rom the mnitial Hindings included moving up one adjective rating wi zi’z o1
additional %zﬁmfzaam strength relating to the Offeror’s technical approach to I asse
management, two additional strengths {one strength was removed fo partially form ?Ezg new
significant sirength), and the chimination of cight of the nine initial weaknesses, The final
mroposal had no significant weaknesses. The Offeror received a significant strength for
demonstrating ag effective, sound, feasible, and efficient technical approach for implementing
%%ismrésg Architecture (EA} at the enterprise level which will help the Government comply with
Agency divective NPD 2830.1, NABA Euoterprise Architecture. The Offeror’s EA approach
demonstrated an mdsr@?méer}ﬁ of the reguirements and Hs exceptionally welld Q‘J@Ei‘s%ﬁ“*d
approach is a sirong predictor of successtul performance in this area ej;?%m contract, The O "é‘
received a second S?”&fzﬂi&“‘ié strength for a sound and effective approach for szz;trpaﬁmg Seenario
2, J8C 1T Governance Framework, providing the Government with an exceptional quality
process and methodology with effective automation that improves end-to-end ?“«z:}a;ﬁ management
and overall efficiency., The Offeror received a third significant strength for a sound and effective
fechnical ;}“m&& which provides staffing and resource efficiencies for External Relations
Support Services (W58 8.0}, appreciably in 3 asing the likelihood of successtul contrant




performance particularly during times of work surges. The Offeror received a fourth significant
strength for an exceptionally effective, sound, feasibie, and efficient fechnical approach for
developing an integrated asset management solution in support ﬂf data center automation,
software license management, automated asset discovery, impact relationships, and other ar
of the contract. This technical approach substantially increases s% : Hikelihood of successiul
confract perﬁ:}nmﬂae in these areas.

reas

Under the Management Subfactor, DB Consulting received a final adjectival rating of
“Excetlent” having 2 significant strengths, 13 Sif&ﬁg?%’!& no significant weakiesses and no
weaknesses., The final evaluation changes from the mitial findings inchuded the addinion of tw

strengths and the eilmination of all 7 mmcﬂ weaknesses. The new strengths relate o the
integration of contractor personnel from the pariner companies into a cohesive ope imu unit and
the g}éac;gra*zf of the IT Security organizational element to provide contract- ~wide E Security
focus. The Offeror received a significant strength under the managenment subfactor for iis
proposed phase-in plan, which is exceedingly sound and demonstrates an exceptionally effective
and feasible a;}gxmach to smovthly ransitioning work from the incurbent. This plan will
significantly increase the hikeithood of successful contract performance at contract start, The
@ff«zé 01 *s{:ﬁéw;ﬁ a second significant strength in this s&%iaﬁm for its proposed approach for
Configuration Management (CM), which is excesdingly sound and ﬁfﬁ%}d{fﬁ an exceptionally
effective and feasible apg}r«:}aﬁh for CM that will significantdy increase the likelihood of
successful contract performance.

i
¥
i

Unider the Staifing/Kev Personnel Subfactor, DB Consulting received a final adjectival rating of

“Good,” the same adjective as in the nitial findings but with a s zai% improvement within the
“Good” range. The final evaluation cmmgs inchuded the elimination of one weakness leaving
the Offeror with no significant strengths, 3 sirengths, no significant weaknesses and no
weaknesses.

Under the Safety and Health Subfacior, DB Consulting received a final adjectival rating of
“Fixcelient,” having | significant strength, | strength, no significant weaknesses and no
weaknesses, The {inal evaluation changes included the addition of one sirength relating o
demonsirated past safety and environmental performance and the elimination of three
weaknesses, The Offeror received a significant strength for its Safety and Health Plan, which
thoroughly addresses the requirements of DRI-Y of the ITAMS RFP and will significantly
coniribute to reducing and preventing injuries and iliness among its employees.

Under the Cest Factor, DB Consulting’s final proposed costs evalua a:i %f; accordance with the
RFP were $187.23 million aﬁé the Government’s final probable cost was $182.55 miilon. The
final probable IDIQ wtal cost and target fee combined for the DB Consulung Team was adjusted
é{}%ﬁ&xﬁd The downward adjustment resulied prafra'*zf“f from an incumbent labor rate
adiusiment. The SEB hadz gigﬁ tevel of confidence in the final ;mbau%s o5t as a result of 3B
Consul img,: afiqggzm‘ei addressing all initial cost concerns during discussions which were
addressed and corrected in their interim data submittal and the corrections were incorporated into
their FPR. The SEB was able to &zspé}xmﬁf& several areas of concern. For example, as a result of
DB Consulting providing the details and appropriate level of resources needed 10 demongiraie
their technical understanding of the ITAMS requirements ali weaknesse séa,mz Jed with a
resource adjustment during the initial evaluation were removed and there were no further




technicat adjustments made during the final evaluation. DB Consulting corrected their proposed
d;reg:{ fabor rates and addressed all DCAA findings. Also. DB Consulting corrected the rates in
Section B of the mode! contract to match the cost volume,

Under the Past Performance Factor, DB Consulting had a final adiectival rating of “Very
High.” DB Consuiting had | significant sirength, 4 strengths, no significant weaknesses and no
wesknesses, The final evaluation changes included the addition of | strength for past
performance in WBES. 5.4.6, Multimedia Engineering, Instal lation and Maintenance, and the
elimination of 1 weakness. The Offeror received a significant strongth for highly pertinent
experience of exceptional merit in General Customer Support and Tﬂff_hm& tion Technolo ogv work
(WBS 4.0 and 5.0} relevant to TTAMS, which appreciably increases Government confidence in
the Offeror’s ability to successfully perform WBS 4.0 and WS ‘3 g irements.

1V, Decision

Following the presentation by the SEB and the vigorous questioning of the SEB by me and my
advisors, | fully considered the findings the ?:LE grﬂ.aamﬁj to me. [ commended the SEB on
their comprehensive and detailed evaluation of the proposals. | requested and recerved the
opinions of the advisors p’"ﬁ:ﬁ&;”ﬁg and asked for their comments, objections or concerns with the
materials presented to us. | accepted the findings of the SEB as they were gm%e*md to me.
Following this discussion, T made a comparative assessiment of the propesals based upon the
evaluation factors in the solicitation — mission suitability, past performance, and cost/price.

Mission Batability

first considered the four proposals under the mission suitability {actor. The relative importance
oft E} evaluation factors weighed the non-cost/price factors as significantly more important than
cost/price, and mission suitabifity more Important than past performance. Among the mission
suttability subfactors, the number of points assigned for evaluation purposes indicated that
technical approach was more important than management, which in turn was more important
than staffing/kev personnel, which was more Important than safety and health. The SEBs point
and adjectival results for mission suitability signaled to me that there might be s qualitative
advantage 10 DB Consulting in technical approach, safety and heaith and to a lesser degree
management over the other offerors. This is where | began my inquiry and analysis,

SRS

panen;

First, in assessing the relative value of the mission suitability strengihs, significant siwengths ap
wenknesses of the four proposals in the technical sublactor, | performe .d an evaluation of the
significant strengths and strengths, and their relative (positive} value to the Government. | then
analvzed the weaknesses and their relative (negative) value and the risk they presented to the
Government. This combination represented a comprehensive evaluation of the SZ.?ch}gZhS,
significant strengths az*;fé weaknesses. As in all factors and subfactors, [ placed a sigzzéf? antiy
higher relative (positive) value for significant strengths in comparison (o strengths. [ pla <§ a
higher relative {negative} w?urﬁ iy 'iimz gs that addressed i improper resource aflocations. An
offeror’s lack of understanding of the proper rescurce allocation isan @J}z{,m measure of an
offeror’s inability to successfully perform under the contract. Finally, arra ¥ fgx% %?‘;‘“ﬁ‘faiéij
contract value for each applicable primery WEBS clement (e, 4.0, 5.0, 60, ele & J placed a
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higher relative value for findings associated with WBS 5.0, IT services because it represents
&????X;i’?&ﬁ% fifty-percent of the estimated contract value wherein no other primary WBS
element was over tweniv-percent in terms of estimated contract value,

i noted that Anadarko proposed a good technical approach, however, it was clearly not at the
same level of the other offerors. They received 13 strengths ﬁm were distribuied ac Iy
all of the functional areas. Seven of these sirengths were associated with WBE 3.0 a
recognized an a§?§}§3§}2’}§z€ relative value for these strengths § awever, they were a ::;%'::{i 7
weglnesses and they were unable o adeguately address the S8EB’s concerns in éﬁm ir interin data
submittal or their FPR. Thus, the SEB was unable to disposition several areas of concern, Four
of these weaknesses were assoctated with WBS 5.0 and 3 of these weaknesses were associated
with improper resource 312@23&%&:}3}& Moreover, Anadarko did not merit any significant strengths,

By contrast, BTIV s, Caleum’s, and ‘}E i ;}nﬁmzim pﬁ%ﬁi}ﬁal:’s all received significant
strengths. DB Consulting receiving 4, Caslum receiving 3, and BTJY receiving 2. Additionally,

all three gf?i‘ﬁﬁ{}:séib demonsirated sirm‘z t%zs in combination with significant stren g ths distribn é 0
across ail, or nearly all, functional areas addressed by the evaluation criteria.

The SEB presented and 1 agreed that BTIV showed significant strengzhs in combination with
strengths across the majority of the WBS areas. [ noted that | of BTJV's significant strengths
was associsted with WBS 3.0 and placed a higher relative value on . BTIV demonstrated
significant strength in the areas of IT Systems Engineering, Installation, Maintenance and
{}gf-‘mﬁ{ms (EIM&O), and External Relations Suppert. | found value to the Government in
BTIV's exceptional approach 1o EIM&O which supports many areas of the ITAMS contract.
Additionally, BTIV’s approach to external relations support services provides a very
comprehensive plan for managing a fluctuating workload and clearly recognizes the required
resources needed. This provides value to the Government in that i ensures that support
requirements will be met, especially for mission events,

BTIV also presented 21 strengths in their technical proposal. 1 mfuf a bi;ﬁ;*w relative value in 7
of these sirengths as ms} were associated with WBS 3.0. Overall, the 21 strengibs, as previously
stated, were disinibuted across the different functional areas, similar %:G Ar&&dark o, D38 Consuliing
and Caeium, and evidenced BTIV s strong understanding of the techmcal requirements.

Further, although BTIV presenied these sigmiicant stres g‘z% and Eé’(?'f:‘;ﬁg%ﬁa ﬂ{}i»d T O
weaknesses they were unable to adequately address w their e
I noted that both of the weaknesses were found in WEBS 5.0 j
improper resource allocations. Therefore, a higher z‘%i&%gv& vaémf was appropriately placed on
6&{:%1 of these wezknesses, | determined that the relative value of these weaknesses impacied
ITV s significant strengths and stresgths, BTIV failed to address the high number and
%‘{F erience level of staffing for Planning and Integration requirements and  did no t provide an
approach o integrate all disciplines across the contract, Additionally, they did not provide

o

sufficient rationale for mevre than half of the FTEs proposed to support Apphication Services.

The SER presented and [ agreed that Caclum had notable significant strengths and strengths for

%

the majority 0% ffzé‘ fazse:‘%:wnai areas. [ noted that 2 of Caelum’s 3 significant strengths were




35565?;%?;&:5 with WBS 5.0 and | placed @ higher relative value on these significant strengths, |

ted Caelum's significant strengths géaffﬁg with their proposal of & full spectrum ¢ f’ g[‘ SECUrtY
rf‘mzz@mmb to an exceptional degree, 1 found value in their strategy for ;E*(}w{fzﬁ;_} I Secunity
support services decreasing the Government’s risk of 1T security incidents. 1 also found value in
Caclum’s &;}g}%a@ﬁ for supporting Application Services, which [ determined would significantly
increase the Hkelihood of successful performance in this area of the contract. | found parti articular
value in their preposed methodologies to applications development and sustaining engineering
requirements, Further, Caclum demonstrated a significant strength by havi f% proposed an array
of exceptional tools and processes to ensure effective service in the General Customer Support
area. | found value in the increased likelihood of Caelum successiully providing the Government
exceptional general customer support.

'.'S

Caelum also presented 10 strengths in their technical propoesal. These strengths, as previousty
\:{'amé were distributed across the different functional areas, similar to Anadarko, BB Consulting
and BTTV, and evidenced their understanding of the technical requirements. T placed a higher
relative value in § of the strengths that were associated with WBS 50, However, Caclum’s
significant strengths and strengths were impacted by thelr remaining and new weaknesses,

Specifically, Caelum still had 9 weaknesses that indicated a lack of a comprehensive
understanding of the technical requirements. 1 noted that § of the weaknesses were related to
improper resource allocations and & of the weaknesses were found in WBS 5.0, Therefore, 2
higher relative value was appropriately placed on cach of these weaknesses. In several instanves
the proposal did not provide enough information to adequately evaluate how they would perform
several critical functions with the resources proposed. Moreover, these samiﬁmsc‘s; wWere
identified to Caelum and still many of the weaknesses were not adequately addressed in their
interim data submitial and their FFR as determined by the SEB. Additionally, while reallocating
resources i an atlenpt to cure initial weaknesses identified 0 Caelum, they incurred three new
weaknesses that were related to not providing sufficient rationale 1o justify the proposed

FLIGUICES.

{’::

The SEB presented and [ agreed that DB Consulting demonstrated 4 significant sirengths and 12
sirengihs across the majority of the WBS areas. [ noted that 7 of their strengths and 3 of their
significant strengths were associated with WBS 5.0 and 1 placed a higher refative value on these
findings as explained above. [ noted DB Consulting’s significant strengths starting with their
exceptional approach for developing an integrated assel management solution in support of data
cenier auwtomation, software license management, automated asset discovery, fathure impacts, and
other areas of the contract, 1 recognized value in this approach and agreed with the SEB that it
will substantially increase the Hkelihood of successtul contract ﬁgﬁ@rmapcf Additionaily. this
approach will provide the Government a deeper understanding of the 1T infrastructure when
assessing the impacts to that infrastructure afler the failure of s configuration tem and will
reduce the Government’s time required to indtiate and maintain inventories and increase the
guality of those resulis

8 also received a s igi“iii‘;ﬁ"‘i’i strength for an excepiionally well-developed approach for IT

Porifohic Management that is ughtly coupled to the Enterprise Architecture (EA)L The tools will
also provide insight as the enterprise transitions from the “as-1g” to the future state. | determined
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vatue in this approach as it will provide a benefit to the Government in that the portfolio
managers will have the information nesded to make better portfolio decisions.

The SEB also determined that DB Consuliing’s exceptional methodology proposed to Sce mfm
2, ISCIT Governance Framework merited a significant strength. The SEB was particularly
impressed with BB Consufting’s approach 1o Configuration Management, which was d sxw.%&:gé
as a closed loop process with end-iv-end configuration accountability. T rec cognized value and
agreed with the BER’s assessment of this approach o Configuration Management,

The last significant strength given 10 DB Consulting was for their approach for External
Relations Support Services which would appreciably increase resource efficiencics as well as
increase the likelihood of successful performance in this WRS area. [ determined value in this
approach for many reasons including efficiency aspects during work surges and mission critical
fimes.

b did note that DB Consulting, after being informed of their weaknesses, did not provide
suthicient information in thelr interim data submittal or their FPR to remove all weaknesses,
They had one remaining weakness in WBS 5.0, Specifically, ¢ ey fatled to provide sufficient
detail for their technical approach for the operational requirements for IT Security Maintenance

and Cperations. A higher relative value was placed on this weakness because it was in WBS 5.0,

but I noted that this weakness was not related to an improper rescurce allocation, The <ZFB
considered DB Consulting still strong in the area of 1T and offering the highest gualitative va

£TE

io the Government in regard to the hd‘zmm subfactor. Based on my comparative assessment of
the proposals in werms w’“ the technical subfactor as detailed above, | %z’aeé with this &%S%“&%?‘ang
it is for these reasons, | determined %35,‘5 DB Consulting provided a qualitative advantage over

wr otlerors in their technical approach.

:

Moving 1o the management approach subfactor, Anadarko, Caclum and DB € onsulting were all
assessed significant strengths. While BTIV received adiectival rating of “Good™ for this

subfactor, it did not, however, merit any significant strengths. Additionally, the SEB provided
%5 TV a weakness because their approach of enswing that all professional certifications would be
in place at the end of the phase-in period was insufficient. [ agreed and found that this orovided
risk of ansuccessful contract performance at contract start to the Government. Anadarke was
p"m:{imé one significant strength {or its propoesed organizational structure with highly effective
levels of approval and flow of ﬂéﬁi}}mﬂy Farther, Anadarko received 7 strengths. While
Anadarko received an adjectival rating of %!f,m Good”, DB Consulting and Caelum each
received an adiectival rating of “Excellent” for this subfactor.

ek

E%ﬁzh D8 Consulting and Caelum each merited two significant strengths. DB Consuliing received
S:} .
3 strengths and Caelum received 1§ szfeagmg Both Offeror’s warranted a significant strength
in tisa area of (}ﬁéggwaﬁzm anagement. Caclum was also recognized for its significant

strength in proposing an innovative software tool for managing work and resources thar will
enable enhanced cost and project progress measurement.

8 Consulting received 2 sigmificant s ?;h tor their exceptiona! phase-in plan which ensured
“operational readiness” at contract sf,zm. ’E phase-in plan was very thorough and provided for a
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multi-channe! communication plan with the Government. Communication s of particular
im;:a@z‘iaﬁce in ensuring a gmmih trangition with the current coniracts and ITAMS, Tt was also
noted by the SEB, and | agreed, the proposed plan provided a very sound staffing plan that
included certification and Emmmg and a very thorough risk assessment. This outstanding
approach will substantially increase the likelthood of 2 successful phase-in period and successful
contract performance from the start. | noted that Caelum did mevit a strength for their phase-in
plan, however, it was not as comprehensive as DB Consultant’s phase-in plan.

Bath Offerors (ie., DB Consulting and Caclum) received strengths for their approaches 1o their
managerment reporting structure, management of feam i"l{,"}}%‘af% nciuding subcontractors),
management of projects that placed an emphasis on performance metrics, and reproducible

processes. Both Offerors also proposed management of gﬁfzsgmei that will gain efficiencies in
operations and better enable the Government to meet peak demands on resources. Additionally,
28 Consulting provided a detailed assessment of therr fz&ﬁm;;emem approach for DRD
requirements which will increase the likelihcod of me &;i‘zv contract detfiverables. Both Offerors
also provided similar strengths in their approach of keeping the Government knowledgeable of
emergin% s iechmolegies and technology advaneemmm f 2}{:% similarly received strengths for
recognizing the need to plan effectively for integration and transition of future work. They als
provided similar value to the Government in thelr approaches to managing 11 security and zhzgs
reducing the risks of security ipcidents. In addition to IT security, DB Consulting also provided
2 highly effective program for managing risks overall for the ITAMs contract, Moreover, D
{ onsulting’s proposed management structure for Safety and Health and Quality Management
funotions is particularly highlighted i their management approach. These are areas that are also

of value to the Government.

3
31

DB Consulting was recognized for providing managernent tools that would facilitate access 1o
contract management and customer service data. it will also {aeilitate decision-making of
financial information and performance metrics and measures. Thus, facilitating the overall
administration of the contract. Caelum provided an effective approach for proactively managing
contract performance in the area of customer service which identifies both positive and negative
srends which will decrease the Bkelihood of chronic nroblems across the contract and provide an
overall service to the Government.

D Consulting further proposed an overall organizational structure that provides appropriate
ievels of reporting and accountability and facititaies kﬁéema commiications. Moreover, their
management plan alsoe proposed developing and maintaining external interfaces wilh the
Government. Communication being kev 1o contract performance, the SEB found value o these
two gpproaches, and [ agreed. :

Additionaily, DB Consulting received no weaknesses, while Caelum did not fully address a
weakpess in their FPR. Caelum failed to provide 5 3{:;3&&%1& for mitiating Kiz&mug c Contracior
Agreements (ACAs) reducing the Government's ability to com ?iéﬁ,s‘% ev a%aa?e theiwr approach for

establishing ACAs, For all of ¢ ?i{S*«? reasons, | determined that DB Consuliing provided a
gualitative advaniage over the other offerors in their management am}%miz
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Next, I considered the staffing/kev personnel subfactor in mission suitability. I noted that DB
Consulting and Caclum each received an adjectival rating of "Good” and their adjective and
numerical ratings were identical in this subfactor, with neither receiving a significant sirength,
However, Anadarko and BTIV each received an adisctival rating of “Very Good”. | further
noted that both Anadarko and BTIV each merited a significant stre sgf?’r in this subfacior for thew

proposed program manager. Both managers have duect &Kp&:ﬁ*’”h,é‘: i1 the same type of work and
dernonstrate the qualification required to be successful as ITAMS Program ?’viéﬁégm‘&,
Additionally, Anadarko was assessed two strengths in this factor [or their compensation package
and proposed Information Management and External Relations Manager. For these reasons, |
determined that Anadarko provided a qualitative advantage over the {}fh»f offerors with regard fo
the statfing/key personne! subfactor,

I then turned my analysis (o the safety and health subfactor in mission suitability. Caslum, BTIV
and Anadarko all provided adeguate safety and health plans and were assessed with the
adjectival rating of “Good”. However, DB Consulting excelled above the other offerors in this
area and received an adjectival rating of “Emeiimt DEC {;nsuiimg gf@;}@scé an outstanding
safety and health plan that will add value to its overall ;}ezgf‘mfiaﬁu by ensuring the safety and
health of its emplovees and ensure the reduction of injuries and ilinesses. DB Consulting
received a significant strength for their safety and health plan. The plan fully integrates its safety
1l health program with its Quality sysiem that positions DB Consultdng 1o capiialize on the
synergies of the two areas. DB Consulting further links satety and health not only to customer
requirements but also customer satisfaction. They alse proposed a continuous updating approach
to trend analysis, DB Consulting’s safety and health program overall addresses key areas of
behavior based safety principles which, the Government may capitalize on and adopt a5 a best
practice. This has value to the Government in that it will further strengihen the overall safety
and health program, which will reduce the potential for mishaps and incidents, and promote a
safe work environment, For these reasons, [ determined that DB Consulting provided a
gualitative advantage over the other offerors with regard to the safety and health subfactor.

Past Performance

Having completed my anal y% under the mission suitability factor, [ next considered past
;’aes‘mrmam@ the other ni:sfygrz{:e factor. The SER had rated DB Consulting’s past performance
“Very High” Caclum’s “High” BTIV's “High.” and Anadarke’s "Very High”  Anadarke,
BTIV and Caelum were E’i‘%@ﬁf“d significant strengths for demonsirating highly M’:E‘%i aent
performance of an exmga{mﬂé merit in a broad range of relevant areas of work 1o ITAMS,
Similarly, DB Consuliing received a significant strength for providing past performance data that
demonstrates highly pertinent performance of an exceptional merit in General Customer Support
andd Information Technology work which, the SEB noted and | agreed, also covered a broad
range of relevant areas of work o ITAMS,

Caelum and BTIY also received weaknesses for past performance issues. Afferalen i’*} and
comprehensive discussion, | determined their sipgnificant strengths were reduced by h ;
wegknesses. Caclum provided a past performance reference relating to work on the Goddard
Earth Science and Technology Consortium contract at Goddard Space Flight Center. The
reference stated he would not select the contractor for future work due to varous adnunistrative

%‘”v
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issues. Although the Offeror assured the SEB during discussion they have taken steps to fix the
issue, [ determined this matter presented a substantive risk to the Government. &imai&m BTiV'se
received g weaskness that was also related to administrative issues. Additionally, information

was not provided by BTIV in their FPR to attempt to mitigate the weakness. These weaknesses
decrease the Government’s confidence of successful managerment and cost performance under

the contragt,

{ further noted the valus of the strengths that were given 1o Anadarko {twe} and DB Consulting
{four). DB Consulting received strengths related to effective past performance of their
subcorntractors in the arcas of customers support services, enterprise architecture, multimedia
operations and services, and information management. Both Anadarko’s subcontractor, Abacus
Technology, and DB Consulting’s subconiracior, Wyle, demonsirated to have pertinent and
relevant experience and effective performance in Capabiiity Maturity Model integration {CMMI)
Level 11 and Multimedia Engineering, Instaliation and Maintenance. Anadarko received a
second strength for thelr team member Blackbawk's experience in 1T Security. After
considering all of the information stated above, | agree that all four offeror’s adjectival ratings
for past performance were consistent with the information provided by the SEB,

Cast/Price

All of the four offerors adequately addressed initial cost concerns during discussions which were
corrected in their inferim data submittal and the corrections were incorporated inte their FFRL
The SEB was alzo able to disposition several areas of concern with all offerors, Thus, all of the
four offerors had increased the SEB confidence rating of the final probable cost from a low level
of confidence to 3 level of high, Overall, all offerors submitied very realistic cost proposals and
only minor probable cost adjustments were warranted.

Conclusion

A cost/technical trade-off between the proposals was necessary. | examined all the BER's
findings and we discussed at length various aspects of those findings so I could completely
understand and confirns the value and risks associated with the proposals. Central to my decision
was my consideration of the value and risks discussed above, all in the context of the RFP's
stated evaluation criteria. 1 determined that DB Consulting m’*gd a clear advantage over the other
offerors in mission suitability and had g very high past performance confidence rating. DB
Consuiting had the second to lowest probable cost, but only slightly higher (on a percentage
basis) than the lowest probable cost under the costprice factor. The provisions of the HFP
dictated my approach to making the necessary trade-of!f between the proposals.

As provided in the RFP, of the three evaluation factors, mission suitability and past performance
when combined are significantly more important than cost. Mission suitabiliny s more importani
than past performance,

i reviewed and accepted the evaluation of the SEB. My decision recognized and was fuily
consistent with the weight given to Mission %{zgtag‘*}sim in the selection criteria of the RFP. The
value identified in DB Consulting’s proposal, particularly in the mission suitability sublactors of
technical, safety and health, and management, appeared very credible, Their technical approach

s
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demonstrated an effective, sound, feasible, and efficient technical approach for implementing
Enterprise Architecture (EA) at the enterprise level which will help JSC comply with Agency
directive NPD 28301, WASA Enterprise Architecture. DB Consulting’s proposal demonstrated
an understanding of the requirements and s exceptionally well-developed approach is a strong
predictor of successful performance in this area of the contract. DB Consuliing also provided a
sound and effective approach for supporting Scenario 2, JSC IT Governance Framework,
providing the Government with an exceptional guality process and methodology with effective
autemation that improves end-te-end board management and overall efficiency. Furthermore,
2B Consulting proposed a sound and effective technical approach which provides staffing and
resource efficiencies for External Relations Support Services (WBS 8.0), appreciably increasing
the likelihood of successful contract performance in this area. Lastly, DB Consulting proposed
an approach for developing an integrated asset management solution in support of data cenfer
automation, software license management, automated asset discovery, impact relationships, and
other areas of the confract, DB Consulting’s strengths and significant strengths evidence a
particutar advantage in [T services which is pertinent o the successtul performance of this
contract, I considered DB Consulting’s technical approach the largest discriminator between the
proposals within mission suitability for the reasons explained above. [ Consulting’s
management approach was gqualitatively higher than the other offerors, however, it was not given
as much weight as the technical approach subfactor. In particular, [ found valee 1o their
proposed phase-in plan. The plan was very thorough. it provided for a multi-channel
communication plan with the Government, in addition 1o a very sound staffing plan and thorough
risk assessment. This putstanding approach will substantially increase the liketihood of ensuring
a smooth transition and successful contract performance from the star. While § felt Anadarko
provided the strongest staffing/key personmel approach, their strength in this area was not
sigraficant enough fo overcome their weaknesses, particularly in thelr technical approach.
Moreover, DB Consulting was the only offeror to provide an outstanding safety and health plan
that will add value to DB’s overall performance by ensuring the safety and health of DB
Consulting’s employees and ensure the reduction of injuries and illnesses overall for the
Government., In swm, it was apparent that DB Consulting’s proposal provides a substantial
qualitative benefit in mission suitability over the other proposais.

As previously discussed, | also determined past performance to be consistent with the
information presented by the SEB. DB Consulting and Anadarko both had a “Very High' level
of confidence for past performance. However, Anadarko’s confidence rating in this area was not
significant enough 10 overcome their weaknesses found in mission suifability as explamed above.
Additionally, mission suitability is more important than past performance, and as previously
stated, 1t was apparent that DB Consulling’s proposal provides a substantial qualitative benefit in
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mission suifability over the other proposals. | accordimgly did not determine past performance
he a significant discriminator.

! noted that the non-costprice factors were significantly move mportant than cost/price.
Although Caelum has a slightly lower probable cost than DB Consulting, | accordingly

deterenined that the gfgnificant gualitative non-cos! price benefits represented by the DR
Consulting proposal measurably outweigh its slightly higher cost. | therefore select DB
Consulting for award,

Elen Ochon Diate
Source Selection Authority
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